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5 PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 



Sir: 

This Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review is being filed along with a Notice of 
Appeal and in response to the final Office action dated July 29, 2005 and the Advisory 
action mailed November 1, 2005. A Petition for a 1 -month Extension of Time and the 
10 appropriate fee, are filed herein. 

I. Arguments 

Claims 1-2 and 4-7 are not subject to rejection under 35 USC § 103(a). 

In Paragraph 9 of the subject Office Action, claims 1-2 and 4-7 were rejected 
under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over USP 4,999.671 to lizuka In view of 
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Germany 4,330,434 to Noike and Germany 3,91 7,874 to Seibert, et al. hereinafter 
"Seibert". Applicants respectfully submit that these claim rejections are improper and 
the claims are not obvious in view of the references because the references provided by 
the Examiner do not teach or suggest the features that are claimed and which the 
5 Examiner contends the references teach or suggest. 

The rejected claim set includes independent claims 1 and 4. Independent claim 
1 recites the features of: 

"shock absorbers" 

"cushioning units being arranged over the surface of said component box 
10 support units"; and 

the component box supports being inclined with respect to the lower plane 
of the transport cart; i.e., "(4) a cross section between a plane comprising, 
said Y and Z axis and said plane of said component box support units 
fbnning a line, said line being parallel with a line created by rotating said 
1 5 positive Y direction in a clockwise direction when facing said plane 

comprising said Y and Z axis, said rotation being over a displacement of 
degrees of rotation;" 

Similarly, independent claim 4 recites the features of "shock absorbers"; 
20 "cushioning units"; and the "component box support units being mounted in a plane, 
said plane of said component box support units slanting in a downward direction with 
respect to a plane of said platform". 

The claimed invention is distinguished from the references of record due to the 
aforementioned features. The reference of lizuka does not disclose or suggest 

25 a) shock absorbers . 

b) cushioning units , or . ^ ^. 

c) the plane of the box support units inclined or slanting in a downwar d direction 
with respect to the plane of the platform of the component transport cart . 

30 lizuka, in fact, does not disclose any shock absorbers. No mention is made of 

shock absorbers in lizuka and the Examiner has not pointed out any particular feature 
alleged to be a shock absorber. The Examiner merely states "lizuka discloses a 
component transport cart comprising all the elements recited in the above claims 
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including ... (5) shock absorbers being mounted between the wheels and the bottom 
surface of the upper portion" July 29, 2005 Office Action, page 4, lines 8-14. Applicants 
disagree and point out that lizuka does not Illustrate or suggest shock absorbers. The 
Examiner does not and cannot identify a particular feature that is a shock absorber- 
5 because such is not present in lizuka. IVIoreover, the German reference of Nolke further 
does not disclose or suggest shock absorbers. Nolke simply provides a superstructure 
(1) that is detachably mounted over a chassis. The chassis and superstructure are not 
fixedly connected to one another in Nolke. Nolke discloses that the superstmcture is 
secured in the chassis against lateral shifting by means of fixing projections, recesses 
10 and shoulders. Nolke makes no suggestion of the described mobile cabinet having 
shock absorbers. The Examiner does not suggest that the reference of Seibert 
discloses shock absorbers. Seibert, in fact, does not disclose shock absorbers. 

Independent claims 1 and 4 are not subject to rejection as being obvious under 
35 use § 103(a) because the references offered by the Examiner do not teach or 
15 suggest the claimed feature of a shock absorber. Independent claims 1 and 4 are 
distinguished from the references of lizuka In view of Nolke and Seibert. 

Each of independent claims 1 and 4 also recites the feature of cushioning units 
and neither of the references of lizuka. Nolke, or Seibert disclose or suggest cushioning 
units. Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's characterization of llzuka's: 

20 "cushioning units 23, 25", arranged over the surface of the component support units. 
Features 23 and 25 of lizuka are cleariy ROLLERS; not cushioning units. Applicants 
respectfully submit that rollers are not inherently cushioning units; in fact; they are 
clearly distinguished. The Examiner has not offered any evidence to support his 
apparent position that rollers are a cushioning unit, in fact, lizuka takes time to provide 

25 rather detailed descriptions of his an^ngement and makes no suggestion that roller 
arrays 23 and 25 serve any other purpose: "arrangement for detachably holding each 
cassette holder 5 includes arrays of rolls 23 and 25; a moveable frame 24 for supporting 
the roller arrays 23 and 25; a library housing portion 26 which functions also as a guide 
rail; a stopper mechanism 27 mounted on the frame 24 and operable to prevent jounce 
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of the cassette holder 5 within the library; a role 28; and a stopper 29 operable to hold 

the cassette holder " lizuka, column 8, lines 14-21. Jouncing is prevented because 

the cassette holder 5 ROLLS over the roller array 23, 25, not because It is cushioned by 
it. The claimed cushioning units of claims 1 and 4 thereby distinguish Applicant's 
5 invention from the reference of lizuka. The Examiner has not upheld the burden of 
providing a reference that discloses or suggests the claimed feature of "cushioning 
units*. The German references of Noike and Seibert do not make up for this deficiency 
of lizuka as they do not disclose or suggest cushioning units as apparently conceded by 
the Office Action which does not allege that NoIke or Seibert teach or suggest 
10 cushioning units. Therefore, claims 1 and 4 are further distinguished from the 
references of lizuka, NoIke, and Seibert, taken alone or in combination. 

Each of independent claims 1 and 4 also recite the feature that the box supports 
are inclined with respect to the lower plane of the transport cart, this feature pointed out 
using different claim language as reproduced above. The downward slant secures the 

15 reticle box in position and provides the advantage of a reduced likelihood that boxes will 
slide out of the moveable cart during transport. The references of lizuka, NoIke and 
Seibert, do not disclose or suggest this feature as apparently conceded by the Examiner 
by the absence of any allegation that either lizuka. NoIke or Seibert teach or suggest 
this advantageous feature, alone or in combination. Independent claims 1 and 4 are 

20 therefore further distinguished from the references of lizuka, NoIke and Seibert, taken 
alone or in combination. 

Claims 1 and 4, and also dependent claims 2 and 5-7, are therefore not subject 
to rejection as claims 1-2 and 4-7 are in allowable form. 

In paragraph 10 of the Office Action, claims 3 and 8 were rejected under 35 
25 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over lizuka, as modified and applied to claims 1 
and 4 and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,421,113 to Armentrout. Applicants submit 
that claims 3 and 8 are not subject to rejection under 35 USC § 103(a) because they 
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incorporate distinguisliing features neither taught nor disclosed by the identified 
references. 

Claims 3 and 8 depend from claims 1 and 4, respectively, which are 
distinguished from lizuka for reasons set forth above. The cited reference of Armentrout 
5 has apparently been relied upon for teaching that it is well known in the reticle carrier 
industry/field to manufacture the reticle carrier using Anti-Electrostatic Discharge 
materials in order to prevent ESD damage to the reticle. Armentrout therefore does not 
make up for the above-stated deficiencies of lizuka and therefore the rejection of claims 
3 and 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over lizuka in view of 
10 Anmentrout is Improper. Claims 3 and 8 are also in allowable form. 

II. Conclusion 

Applicants submit that this case is appropriate for a pre-appeal brief conference 
as there are clear legal deficiencies in the obviousness rejections set forth in the Office 
Action. The Examiner does not contend that it would be obvious to add features 
15 deficient from the references but, rather, that the references include such features. 
Applicants respectfully traverse. The claims contain features not taught or suggested 
by the references provided by the Examiner. A pre-appeal brief conference is therefore 
requested and allowance of this application is earnestly solicited. 



The Assistant Commissioner for Patents is hereby authorized to charge any fees 



20 or credit any excess payment that may be associated with this communication to 
deposit account 04-1679. 



DUANE MORRIS LLP 
101 West Broadway. Suite 900 
San Diego, CA 92101 
30 Telephone: (619)744-2200 
Facsimile: (619)744-2201 
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